This paper replicates and extends Groseclose, Levitt, and Snyder, "Comparing Interest Group Scores Across Time and Chambers: Adjusted ADA Scores for the U.S. Congress" which appeared in the American Political Science Review (1999/93:33-50). We replicate the most recent unpublished extension by Dr. Groseclose and research assistants for years 1947 to 1999, and then we extend the analysis to include years 2000 through 2006. We make available inflation-adjusted ADA scores from 1947 through 2006, allowing scholars to incorporate the most recent interest group scores into their analyses.
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Introduction
Groseclose and his research assistants. We begin by noting some caveats concerning the availability of nominal ADA scores, and we then present the procedure used to replicate and extend GLS, followed by our results. We therefore focus our analysis on replicating and extending the unpublished work by Dr. Groseclose, rather than revisiting the incomplete data and parameter estimates reported in GLS.
5
Our second comment on the nominal scores concerns how ADA has treated absent votes historically. Particularly in the period prior to 1972, the ADA did not count absent votes as votes against the interest of the organization, whereas in more recent years, absent votes have been treated as antagonistic to the ADA (Shaffer 1982 , Shaffer 1989 . To illustrate the extent to which the change in metric matters, consider a given member of Congress present for 10 of 20 votes. In a year when the ADA adjusted for absenteeism, the highest possible score for this member is 100; however, in a year where ADA did not adjust, the highest possible score is 50. That is, in a year ADA adjusted for absenteeism, the denominator is the total number of votes for which the member was present, in this case 10. In years where ADA does not adjust for absenteeism, the denominator is the total number of votes the ADA used to rate legislators, in this case 20. Our added scores for years 2000 through 2006 were not adjusted by the ADA for absenteeism.
6

Replication and Extension
We now turn to the specifics of the replication and extension. GLS estimate the following likelihood function:
where a and b are the annual "shift" and "stretch" parameters, x i is the meanpreference parameter, T is the set of all years in the sample, I c t is the set of all members serving in chamber c (House H or Senate S) at year t, and φ() is the standard normal density. In order to replicate and extend, we make use of the Matlab 6 To offer an estimate of how much the adjustment for absenteeism matters, we compared 2000 through 2006 nominal to scores adjusted for absenteeism. Of the total 3687 ADA scores for all members of Congress across these seven years, 634 (17.2%) changed when absent votes were not counted against legislators. The mean increase for these 634 scores was 6.0, with a standard deviation of 7.6. On average then, adjusting for absenteeism during this period made some difference. At times this difference was substantial; Senator John Kerry's ADA score in 2004 increased from a reported 25 to 100 after adjusting for absenteeism, given that Kerry voted in favor of the ADA's interest on all 5 of the votes for which he was present that year.
files previously used by Dr. Groseclose and colleagues to calculate inflation-adjusted scores through 1999.
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Prior to presenting the results, we briefly describe the replication process. One of the Matlab files, iiter, contains a shortcut routine entitled "OptStep" (presumably shorthand for "optimal step" since it was designed to calculate the optimal step size at each iteration). Inspection of the OptStep routine suggested that turning OptStep on would lead -when three consecutive iterations produced the same value of the likelihood function -to a division by zero and a subsequent failure of the program to continue the estimation routine; thus, we began our replication by turning OptStep off. However, the parameter estimates produced without OptStep differed substantially from those presented in GLS (and those of the unpublished 2000 replication). A comparison of the log likelihoods suggests that estimates using the OptStep routine were better.
8 These trials led us to believe that the estimation is slow to converge and that the OptStep routine provides a key shortcut, especially considering the computing power and time necessary to run a sufficient number of iterations without the routine. In order to mitigate the problem of the estimation routine terminating, we altered the Matlab program files so as to save values for the 7 We received these files through correspondence with Professor Groseclose, to whom we are grateful. These files credit David Primo and Alan Wiseman for research assistance. They were at one time available through Dr. Groseclose's Stanford University website at the address http: //wesley.stanford.edu/groseclose. 
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